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REMARKS FOR PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW IN U.S. 
PATENT APPLICATION NO. 10/667,241 FILED ON SEPTEMBER 18, 2003 

Pre-appeal brief review is appropriate in this application because the rejections in the Fi- 
nal Office Action dated September 18, 2007 contain clear deficiencies. Applicants request that 
the rejections of claims 21-36 be withdrawn. As set forth below, these rejections are deficient 
because the cited references fail to include any teaching or suggestion of one or more claim limi- 
tations. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 21-36 UNDER 35 USC 102 

Claims 21-36 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 5,584,010 to Kawai et al. ("Kawai") and U.S. Patent No. 5,614,685 to 
Matsumoto et al. ("Matsumoto"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Independent Claim 21 recites, "a register that stores a data status signal generated by the 
I/O device after the I/O device transfers a data unit to a system external to the computer." Inde- 
pendent claim 26 similarly recites "means for storing a data status signal generated by the I/O 
device after the I/O device transfers a data unit to a system external to the computer system." 
Similarly, independent claim 30 recites "a memory configured to store status data generated by 
an Input/Output (I/O) device after a data unit transfer between the computer system memory and 
a system external to the computer system." Kawai does not disclose any of these limitations. 
Rather, Kawai is directed to a multi-processor system having multiple digital signal processors 
(DSPs). Each DSP has an internal memory but the multi-processor system also includes an "ex- 
ternal data memory" outside of the DSPs, which the DSPs access through a main data bus 
(Kawai, FIG. 5; col. 6, lines 65 to col. 7, line 24). Kawai does not disclose "transfers [of] a data 
unit to a system" "external to the computer system" or "external to the computer," as claimed. 
Rather, Kawai merely uses the term "external" to refer to the main memory of the multi- 
processor system. 
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Kawai provides no disclosure of a status register that "stores a data status signal gener- 
ated by the I/O device after the I/O device transfers a data unit to a system external to the com- 
puter." Rather, the status register merely indicates whether various DSPs are in a direct memory 
access mode and whether different DSPs are transmitting or receiving data within the multi- 
processor device (Kawai, col. 9, lines 12-20). Therefore, Kawai fails to disclose a register or 
other storage device which "stores a data status signal generated by the I/O device after the I/O 
device transfers a data unit to a system external to the computer," as claimed. 

Matsumoto fails to remedy the deficiencies of Kawai. There is no indication in Matsu- 
moto that the "external data memory" is external to the DSP. As there is no disclosure in Matsu- 
moto that the DSP communicates with a system external to the musical tone signal processing 
device, there is no disclosure in Matsumoto of "a register that stores a data status signal gener- 
ated by the I/O device after the I/O device transfers a data unit to a system external to the com- 
puter" or "storing a data status signal generated by the I/O device after the I/O device transfers a 
data unit to a system external to the computer system," as claimed. 

Further, Matsumoto also fails to disclose a register or other storage device which "stores 
a data status signal generated by the I/O device after the I/O device transfers a data unit to a sys- 
tem external to the computer." Neither the I/O control portion nor the DSP in Matsumoto store 
"a data status signal generated by the I/O device after the I/O device transfers a data unit to a sys- 
tem external to the computer," as claimed. 

Further, independent claim 34 recites a data transmission method comprising: 

transferring a data unit between a memory in a computer system and a sys- 
tem external to the computer system using a memory access controller 
coupled to a memory and an Input/Output (I/O) device; 

generating status data using the I/O device, the status data indicating com- 
pletion of the data unit transfer; and 

storing the status data in the memory. 
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As claim 34 similarly recites storing status data after completing a data unit transfer to a 
system external to the computer system, the above discussion regarding the deficiencies of 
Kawai and Matsumoto is hereby incorporated so as to apply to claim 30. 

By failing to provide any references that disclose or suggest "a register that stores a data 
status signal generated by the I/O device after the I/O device transfers a data unit to a system ex- 
ternal to the computer," "means for storing a data status signal generated by the I/O device after 
the I/O device transfers a data unit to a system external to the computer system," or "a memory 
configured to store status data generated by an Input/Output (I/O) device after a data unit transfer 
between the computer system memory and a system external to the computer system" as vari- 
ously recited in independent claims 2 1 , 26 and 30, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness and therefore these rejections are improper. 

Similarly, by failing to provide any references that disclose or suggest "transferring a data 
unit between a memory in a computer system and a system external to the computer system us- 
ing a memory access controller coupled to a memory and an Input/Output (I/O) device," 
"generating status data using the I/O device, the status data indicating completion of the data unit 
transfer" and "storing the status data in the memory," as recited in claim 34, the Examiner has 
failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness and therefore this rejection is improper. 

As dependent claims 22-25, 27-29, 31-33, 35 and 36 include the limitations of their re- 
spective base claims, the rejections of these claims are also improper. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
Kevin M. Christiansen 



Dated: January 18,2008 
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By: /Brian G. Brannon/ 

Brian G. Brannon 
Reg. No. 57,219 
Fenwick & West LLP 
801 California Street 
Mountain View, CA 94041 
Phone: (650)335-7610 
Fax: (650) 938-5200 
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